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The united States Telephone Association (USTA) respectfully

submits its reply to comments filed on June 22, 1992 in the

above-referenced proceeding. 1

Only three parties filed in support of the Joint Petition. 2

None of these parties provided any information to counter the

position taken by USTA and the majority of commenters that the

Joint Petition is both substantively and procedurally flawed.

As one commenter stated, a rulemaking would be premature and

duplicative of other Commission efforts. 3 The majority of

commenters agree that the Petition is devoid of any information
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which would justify initiation of a rulemaking. 4 This issue was

thoroughly debated during consideration of price cap

regulation. s The Joint Petition merely repeats arguments made

previously. These arguments have been rejected. Neither the

Joint Petition nor the comments in support supply the necessary

justification to resurrect this issue.

In addition, the Joint Petition is not in the pUblic

interest. Large business users are sophisticated enough to

examine existing standards contained in present access tariffs as

well as the Bellcore Technical References. 6 Large users have

other options. They can utilize competitive alternatives,

participate in industry standards-setting bodies and use the

Commission's complaint process. 7 Residential users would not

benefit from the proposal contained in the Petition. 8 Further,

commenters agree that the potential burdens on exchange carriers

and the Commission outweigh any possible benefit. 9

lOCKA, although supporting the Joint Petition, emphasizes
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the limitations of the proposal by pointing out that

interexchange carriers are not included. 10 IDCKA apparently is

unaware that the information furnished to the Congress was

compiled from Bellcore Technical References that are referred to

in the interstate access tariffs and are available to the

bl ' 11pu 1C.

TCA seeks to expand the Joint Petition by increasing the

list of standards. 12 Likewise, ITAA proposes that standards be

, f . f h . d' , d I ,13spec1 1C or eac 1n 1V1 ua serv1ce. These suggestions would

only further increase the burden without conferring any benefit.

The record clearly indicates that exchange carriers are

committed to providing high quality service. It does not support

the initiation of the rulemaking proposed in the Joint Petition.

Respectfully SUbmitted,

ASSOCIATION

Martin T. McCue
General Counsel

Linda Kent
Associate General Counsel

900 19th Street, NW, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20006-2105
(202)835-3100

July 13, 1992
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